




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































1  X       
2  *       
3  X  X  X  X 
4  X       
5  X       
6  *  X  X  X 
7  X  X  X  X 
8  X  X  X  X 
9  X  X  X  X 
10  X       
11  X  X  X  X 
12  X  X  X  X 
13  X       
14  X       
15  X       
16  X       
17  X  X  X  X 
18  X       
19  *       
























1  August, 2002  Less than 2 years  $15,000 
    2(b)  NA  Less than 2 years  $8,000 year 1; $6,000 year 2 
3  July, 2007  104 weeks  $10,000 total 
4  May, 2009  3 years   $10,000 for 1‐year program; $20,000 for 2‐year program 
5  July, 2009  104 weeks  $9,000 
    6(b)  In development   Less than 1 year or less than 32 credit hours   
7  March 2010  Less than 2 years  $15,000, excluding supportive services 
8  August 2007  Less than 30 months  $5,000 per year; $10,000 total 
9  September 2006  3 years  $6,000 per year; $18,000 lifetime 
10  September 2006  3 years  $6,000 per year (includes supportive services) 
11  NA  3 years (or longer for apprenticeships) 
$15,000 ($2,000 in supportive services) 
12  March 2010  24 months  $15,000 (does not include supportive services)  
13  May 2010  None stated  $5,000 within a 5‐year period (does not include supportive services) 






16  August 2009    $5,000 per year 
17  September 2009  24 months   $6,500 per 12‐month period, up to for 2, 12‐month periods  
18  May 2009  24 months  $10,000 per ITA for tuition, fees, books 
   19(c)  NA  NA  NA 


























































































































































































































































































































AREA  POLICY DATE  EMPLOYER WAGE REIMBURSEMENT ELIGIBLE OCCUPATIONS/RESTRICTIONS 
3  October 2010 
50% of wage rate up to $10,000; 
up to 75%, 51–250 employees; 
up to 90%, 50 or fewer 
employees 
Demand occupations paying more than $10/hour 
and offering more than 32 hours/week employment, 
with duration of training not to exceed 6 months. 
6  January 2011 
50%; up to 75%,51–250 
employees; up to 90%, 50 or 
fewer employees 
Occupation paying more than $10/hour, but board 
may cap maximum per OJT episode; duration of 
training appropriate to occupation, not to exceed 3‐
6 months. 
7  Draft 
50% of wage rate, up to $8,000; 
special waivers allow up to 75%, 
51–250 employees; up to 90%, 
50 or fewer employees 
Demand occupations offering full‐time employment;  
not to exceed 6 months (individuals with significant 
barriers may receive 50% longer). 
8  December 2009  50% of wage rate 
Demand occupations paying more than minimum 
wage, with duration not less than 80 hours or more 
than 1,040 hours; incumbent workers eligible if they 
earn less than self‐sustaining wages and can expect 
a wage increase of more than 5%; apprenticeship 
training eligible for $5,000 a year/2 years. 
9  September 2007  50% of wage rate 
Occupations paying more than the prevailing wage 
as defined by Ohio Labor Market Information and 
offering at least 32 hours per week employment 
(with some exemptions); incumbent workers are 
eligible if they earn less than self‐sustaining wages 
and can expect wage increase of more than 5%. 
11    50% of wage rate 
Duration is determined by the occupation for which 
the participant is being training and the skills of the 
participant; incumbent workers earning less than a 
self‐sufficient wage are eligible; classroom training 
may be included if needed. 
12  November 2010  50% of wage rate 
Duration of 3 to 6 months, as appropriate to the 
occupation; wages and benefits equal to those of 
regular employees doing same work; no minimum 
wage or hours of work specified. 
17  November 2009  50% of wage rate 
Demand occupations paying more than $8/hour and 
offering more than 32 hours/week; duration based 
upon difference between skill level needed and skill 
level possessed by customer; incumbent workers 
eligible if they earn less than self‐sustaining wages. 
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State of Ohio policy 
In	April	2011	the	state	issued	an	On‐the‐Job	Training	Comprehensive	Policy	(Leftwich	&	
Colbert,	2011).	It	reviews	the	federal	OJT	requirements,	participant	and	employer	eligibility,	
participant	training	plans,	and	fiscal	and	administrative	requirements	for	OJT	
implementation.	It	also	encourages	local	areas	to	make	use	of	a	waiver	that	permits	a	sliding	
scale	for	employer	reimbursement	of	participant	wages	(above	50%)	during	training.	The	
policy	notes	situations	that	may	warrant	using	the	sliding	scale	waiver,	including	(1)	
individuals	facing	significant	barriers	to	employment;	(2)	small‐	and	midsize	businesses	(a)	
offering	an	exceptional	level	of	training,	(b)	providing	benefits	and	a	higher	wage	rate,	(c)	
using	expensive	tools	or	equipment	to	provide	training,	or	(d)	providing	significant	
workplace	safety	precautions	and	safety	training;	or	(3)	local	areas	with	higher	than	average	
unemployment	rates	(Leftwich	&	Colbert,	2011).	In	addition,	the	state	issued	a	2009	OJT	
policy	related	to	the	NEG	for	Wilmington	Airpark	Dislocated	Workers	(ODJFS,	2011a).	
Analysis of local area policies 
There	is	consistency	across	the	local	area	OJT	policies	in	a	number	of	areas:		
 Most	of	policies	have	been	adopted	since	2009.	
 All	areas	offer	at	least	a	50%	reimbursement	to	participating	employers.	
 Most	require	that	the	OJT	be	for	a	job	paying	more	than	a	certain	wage	threshold	and	
offering	at	least	32	hours	a	week	of	work.	
 All	areas	cap	OJTs	at	six	months.	
There	are	also	variations	across	the	policies	(Table	10):	
 Only	three	policies	include	the	sliding	scale	for	employer	reimbursement	permitted	by	
the	state	waiver.	
 The	minimum	wage	threshold	for	the	occupations	for	which	participants	are	being	
trained	include:	more	than	$8	an	hour,	more	than	$10	an	hour,	more	than	minimum	
wage,	and	more	than	the	prevailing	wage	as	defined	by	Ohio	Labor	Market	Information.	
 Only	one	policy	sets	a	minimum	duration	of	training	(80	hours).	
 Two	LWIAs	include	“reverse	referrals”	in	their	policies,	which	enable	an	employer	to	
have	an	employee	made	WIA‐eligible	for	the	purpose	of	receiving	OJT.	Reverse	referrals	
are	accepted	if	the	candidate	is	eligible	for	OJT	and	has	participated	in	WIA	core	and	
intensive	services	and	the	employer	agrees	to	accept	referrals	of	other	WIA	candidates.		
Policy questions raised 
The	review	of	On‐the‐Job	Training	policies	raises	the	following	questions,	which	can	guide	
the	development	of	effective	and	consistent	statewide	policy:	
1. Why	do	some	LWIAs	adopt	a	sliding	scale	wage	reimbursement,	whereas	others	do	not?		
2. How	were	OJT	minimum	wage	thresholds	determined?	Why	are	they	different	across	LWIAs?	
3. What	are	the	characteristics	of	the	employees	who	received	training?	Has	training	led	to	
increased	wages	and	benefits?	
4. Are	there	local	areas	where	OJT	is	linked	with	a	sector	strategy	or	career	pathway?	
5. What	are	the	characteristics	of	the	employers	who	are	using	OJT?	How	has	the	OJT	
contributed	to	the	success	of	their	business?	
6. What	are	the	sanctions	or	consequences	for	employers	who	do	not	provide	permanent	jobs	
for	OJT	recipients?	
Local WIA Policy in Ohio    Page 21 
5. Observations and recommendations 
In	addition	to	providing	a	picture	of	selected	LWIA	policies,	this	research	gave	CRP	insight	
into	the	process	of	creating,	accessing,	and	using	state	and	local	WIA	policy	in	Ohio.	This	
section	summarizes	our	observations	from	this	research.	It	also	includes	recommendations	
for	how	the	state	can	strengthen	Ohio	WIA	policy	in	order	to	better	serve	the	needs	of	
workers,	employers,	and	the	workforce	system.		
Observations about LWIA policies 
A. LWIA	policies	are	not	easily	accessible.	The	state	does	not	maintain	a	central	
repository	of	LWIA	policies,	and	many	local	areas	do	not	post	policies	on	their	websites	
or	make	them	easily	accessible	to	the	public.	In	addition,	some	LWIA	staff	members	
were	reluctant	to	share	their	policies,	despite	numerous	requests	and	outreach	efforts.	
Only	8	of	20	LWIAs	provided	CRP	with	requested	policy	documents,	which	limited	our	
ability	to	draw	definitive	conclusions	about	the	policy	picture	across	the	state.	
B. Policy	documents	range	from	very	broad	to	extremely	technical.	A	number	of	LWIA	
policy	documents	made	it	challenging	to	answer	the	specific	policy	questions	that	were	
the	topic	of	this	research.	Some	documents	were	very	general	and	lacking	in	specificity,	
whereas	others	included	many	pages	of	technical	and	administrative	language.	This	
raises	the	question	of	how	understandable	or	useful	the	documents	are	to	local	
workforce	staff	and	customers.	OJT	policies,	which	address	services	for	employers,	are	
particularly	complex.		
C. There	are	policy	similarities	across	LWIAs.	Federal	regulations,	state	guidance	and	
policy,	and	reported	“cross‐pollination”	across	local	areas	have	produced	consistency	in	
key	components	of	many	of	the	policies	reviewed	for	the	research.	The	greatest	
similarity	was	found	in	the	Limited	Funds/Priority	of	Service	policies,	where	nearly	all	
local	areas	set	a	Limited	Funds	threshold	of	70%	or	more	of	funds	expended/obligated.		
D. There	are	important	differences	in	the	policies.	Despite	the	similarities	noted	above,	
many	aspects	of	WIA	policies	are	very	different	across	local	areas.	Some	of	the	greatest	
variations	are	in	ITA	maximum	training	time	limit	and	maximum	training	expenditure	
per	client	policies.	There	is	also	variation	in	the	type	and	amount	of	Supportive	Services	
provided	by	LWIAs	and	minimum	OJT	wage	rates.		
E. There	are	cross‐policy	complexities	and	inconsistencies.	The	review	of	this	subset	
of	local	WIA	policies	surfaced	cross‐policy	issues,	most	notably	related	to	Supportive	
Services.	For	example,	some	ITA	policies	include	Supportive	Services	as	an	allowable	
training	expense,	whereas	others	do	not.	Also,	some	LWIA	Supportive	Services	policies	
state	that	funding	for	services	is	restricted	(e.g.,	only	certain	activities	funded	or	a	dollar	
cap	per	individual)	because	of	WIA	funding	limitations.	However,	the	Limited	
Funds/Priority	of	Service	policies	for	these	same	areas	state	that	WIA	funding	is	not	
limited	until	60%	to	70%	of	formula	funds	are	obligated	or	expended.	These	issues	
create	additional	challenges	to	gaining	a	clear	understanding	of	the	local	WIA	policy	
landscape.	
F. Written	policies	are	the	starting	point.	As	would	be	expected,	WIA	policy	documents	
leave	room	for	discretion	and	interpretation.	In	addition,	some	local	workforce	boards	
further	devolve	policymaking	to	sub‐areas,	One‐Stop	operators,	or	county	government.	
LWIA	staff	indicated	that	how	policies	are	implemented	is	as	important,	if	not	more	so,	
than	what	the	policies	say.	Local	workforce	staff	members	emphasized	that	they	focus	
on	using	available	resources	and	building	relationships	in	order	to	leverage	and	provide	
the	best	services	possible	within	the	constraints	of	WIA	and	state	regulations.	
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G. The	policy	review	raised	as	many	questions	as	it	answered.	It	was	not	possible,	
based	on	the	review	of	written	policies	and	clarifying	conversations	with	state	and	local	
workforce	staff,	to	determine	which	policies	were	the	best	and	should	be	recommended	
for	replication	statewide.	Additional	research	would	be	needed	to	answer	these	
questions:	
 How,	and	to	what	extent,	are	the	policies	used?	
 What	was	the	basis	for	the	policy	parameters	that	were	enacted?	
 What	is	the	impact	of	the	policies	on	client	services	and	outcomes?	
Addressing	these	questions,	which	were	detailed	throughout	Section	4,	should	be	a	first	
step	for	the	state	in	working	with	local	areas	to	strengthen	Ohio	WIA	policy.		
Recommendations for state WIA policy 
Although	the	focus	of	this	report	is	on	local	area	policies,	state	government	can	play	an	
important	role	in	assuring	effective	WIA	policy	statewide.	Historically,	there	has	been	
limited	state	WIA	policy	guidance	in	Ohio,	with	the	state	ceding	nearly	all	policymaking	to	
local	areas.	However,	high	unemployment	and	reduced	WIA	funding	mean	that	state	policies	
must	guide	locals	to	assure	that	limited	resources	are	effectively	spent,	leading	to	higher	
skills	and	better	employment	outcomes	for	WIA	participants.	The	policy	letter	issued	by	the	
state	related	to	implementation	of	WIA	ARRA	funds	provides	a	good	starting	point	for	state	
policies	related	to	training,	population	targets,	and	supportive	services	(ODJFS,	2009).	
The	Working	Poor	Families	Project	(WPFP)	has	identified	WIA	policies	that	states	should	
consider	adopting	to	better	serve	adults	with	barriers	to	education	and	employment	success	
(Table	11).	The	Ohio	recommendations	below	reflect	the	findings	of	the	current	research	as	
well	as	WPFP	policy	indicators.	
A. Develop	a	state	workforce	policy	context	for	local	WIA	policymaking.	The	state	and	
local	policy	documents	that	CRP	reviewed	are	compliance	focused,	generally	established	
to	meet	or	clarify	state	and	federal	regulations.	They	are	not	written	within	a	broader	
context	of	a	state	vision	and	strategies	to	develop	the	Ohio	workforce.	One	of	the	most	
important	steps	that	the	state	can	take	is	to	collaborate	with	local	areas	to	craft	
consistent	statewide	workforce	policy.	CRP	believes	that	these	policies	should	target	
WIA	resources	to	better	meet	the	needs	of	Ohio’s	low‐income,	low‐skill	adult	workers.	
Policies	that	can	help	achieve	that	goal	include	the	following:	
1. Setting	a	lower	threshold	for	WIA	limited	funds,	at	which	point	low‐income	and	
disadvantaged	adults	have	priority	in	receiving	Intensive	and	Training	services		
2. Requiring	that	a	minimum	percentage	of	WIA	funds	be	spent	on	training	activities	
and	related	Supportive	Services.	
3. Establishing	criteria	for	the	most	effective	way	to	use	training	funds	(amount	per	
individual,	duration,	provider,	credential)	
4. Linking	WIA	training	funds	to	industry	sector	strategies	and	career	pathways	
B. Help	local	areas	share	best	practices	and	establish	effective	policies.	Local	ITA	and	
Supportive	Services	policies,	as	well	as	high	thresholds	for	Limited	Funds,	appear	to	be	
crafted	to	ration	scarce	resources	in	order	to	serve	as	many	customers	as	possible.	
Although	this	is	consistent	with	WIA’s	emphasis	on	serving	the	universal	customer,	it	
may	be	inconsistent	with	achieving	training	and	employment	outcomes	for	customers	
with	barriers	to	employment.	Among	the	17	ITA	policies	reviewed,	CRP	found	12	
different	duration/cost	parameters,	raising	questions	about	the	basis	for	these	policy	
choices.	The	state	should	bring	together	local	area	policymakers	to	share	policies,	
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challenges,	and	best	practices	and	should	provide	guidelines,	templates,	and	technical	
assistance	to	help	them	implement	effective	WIA	policies	within	statewide	policy	
parameters.	The	policy	questions	outlined	in	this	research	can	provide	a	foundation	for	
these	efforts.	
C. Collect	and	report	data	on	WIA	expenditures	by	activity.	Local	areas	submit	data	to	
the	state	on	required	WIA	performance	measures,	but	local	areas	do	not	report	
expenditures	by	activity.	A	question	that	CRP	first	asked	in	2004—How	much	WIA	
funding	in	Ohio	is	spent	on	training?—still	cannot	be	answered	(CRP,	2004).	As	a	result,	
it	is	not	possible	to	measure	how	the	policies	we	reviewed	impact	local	WIA	
expenditure	patterns.5	LWIAs	report	that	they	have	developed	their	own	methods	to	
track	ITAs—numbers	awarded,	cost,	training	provider,	funding	streams—as	well	as	a	
variety	of	other	local	metrics.	However,	this	varies	from	area	to	area	across	the	state.	
Lack	of	centralized	reporting	not	only	limits	the	ability	of	the	state	to	measure	
performance	but	also	makes	it	difficult	for	local	areas	to	share	data	for	program	
improvement.		
D. Reduce	state‐level	program	fragmentation.	Part	of	the	policy	fragmentation	at	the	
local	level	stems	from	program	fragmentation	at	the	state	level.	Local	areas	expressed	
concern	about	the	numerous	WIA‐funded	statewide	“boutique”	programs	rolled	out	by	
various	state	agencies.	Local	areas	must	get	up	to	speed	quickly	for	each	new	initiative	
and	make	it	work	within	WIA	regulations.	Instead,	the	state	should	use	discretionary	
funds	to	support	implementation	of	effective	policies	at	the	local	level	and	enable	local	
areas	to	provide	additional	services	to	workers	and	employers.	
A foundation for the future 
There	may	finally	be	serious	efforts	underway	to	introduce	a	WIA	reauthorization	bill.	In	
June	2011,	the	Senate	Committee	on	Health,	Education,	Labor	and	Pensions	released	a	staff	
discussion	draft	of	Title	I	of	a	WIA	reauthorization	bill.	Although	just	a	first	step	in	the	
process,	the	purpose	statements	in	the	draft	bill	provide	insight	into	where	WIA	may	be	
heading:		
1. Increase,	particularly	for	individuals	with	barriers	to	employment,	access	to	and	
opportunities	for	employment,	education,	training,	and	supportive	services.		
2. Support	the	alignment	of	the	workforce	investment,	education,	and	economic	
development	systems.	
3. Improve	the	quality	and	relevance	of	workforce	investment,	education,	and	economic	
development	efforts	to	provide	workers	with	the	skills	and	credentials	they	need	to	get	
and	keep	decent	jobs,	and	to	provide	employers	with	the	skilled	workforce	they	need	to	
succeed	in	the	global	economy.	
4. Improve	the	delivery	of	services	through	the	workforce	development	system	for	
workers	and	employers.	
5. Increase	the	prosperity	of	workers	and	employers;	the	economic	growth	of	
communities,	regions,	and	states;	and	the	global	competitiveness	of	the	United	States.		
The	draft	bill	includes	changes	in	performance	measures,	planning	processes,	regional	
geographies,	and	state	and	local	roles	and	responsibilities	to	further	the	purposes	outlined	
above.	It	also	sets	aside	funds	for	new	Workforce	Innovation	and	Replication	Grants	
(National	Skills	Coalition,	2011b).	
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Table 11. Working Poor Families Project WIA Policy Indicators 
INDICATORS AND DEFINITIONS 
1. State mandates federal and state programs, beyond those required by WIA, to be formal partners in 
the One‐Stop system. 
The state has integrated key elements of its workforce development system in an effort to optimize 
resources and improve the delivery of services. At a minimum, formal partners should include TANF, 
Food Stamp Employment and Training, and the Carl D. Perkins postsecondary programs.   
2. State uses alternative funding formula to allocate funds to local areas with excess poverty. 
The state uses the provision in the WIA legislation that allows for 30% of the WIA funds that go to local 
areas for Adult and Youth services to be distributed through an alternative funding formula that 
recognizes the additional need of areas with excessive poverty.  
3. More than 50% of WIA funds are dedicated to training. 
The state requires local areas to spend at least 50% of their adult WIA funds for training activities.   
4. State has policy for determining when local WIA training funds are limited and requires local WIBs to 
establish training priorities.  
The state sets uniform policy for determining when local WIB Adult employment and training funds are 
limited and requires local WIBs to establish policies that set priorities for allocating Intensive and 
Training services for populations most in need of services.   
5. State established training provider eligibility/performance criteria beyond WIA requirements and 
include data in consumer reports. 
The state provides consumers with extensive data and information on training outcomes to better 
facilitate their choice of a training provider.   
6. State requires local WIBs to do basic skills assessment for all customers without high school degree or 
GED and refer for adult education.  
The level of cooperation required by the state between the state WIA/One‐Stop system and the state’s 
adult education program is high, with a particular focus on the extent to which the WIA/One Stop 
system is trying to serve individuals with low basic literacy skills.   
7. State requires local WIBs provide funds for supportive services 
The state has used its authority to mandate that local WIBs provide monies to participants for 
supportive services, such as childcare and transportation, when they are necessary for participants to 
complete intensive or training services.  
Source.	WPFP	(2011).	
	
This	research	can	help	Ohio	prepare	for	the	next	generation	of	WIA.	It	raises	important	
issues	and	questions	that	should	be	addressed	by	the	state,	local	areas,	and	other	key	
stakeholders	working	together	as	part	of	a	statewide	system:		
 How	do	we	want	the	Ohio	statewide	workforce	system	to	look	going	forward?	What	
should	be	changed?	What	should	be	preserved?	
 How	can	we	support	policymaking	tailored	to	needs	of	local	economies	and	labor	
markets	while	assuring	that	customers	have	access	to	a	predictable	set	of	services	no	
matter	what	“door”	they	use	to	enter	the	Ohio	workforce	system?	
 Is	Ohio	poised	to	take	advantage	of	the	changes	in	WIA	that	are	likely	to	result	from	
reauthorization?	If	not,	what	needs	to	be	done	to	get	there?	
Answering	these	questions	can	help	Ohio	develop	a	strategy	to	most	effectively	use	
shrinking	federal	workforce	funds	to	improve	the	employability	of	Ohioans	most	in	need	of	
assistance	and	to	provide	Ohio	employers	with	the	skilled	workers	they	need	to	be	
successful.	
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Endnotes 
 
1	Other	sections	of	the	Workforce	Investment	Act	are	Title	II,	adult	basic	education	and	literacy	programs;	Title	III,	
Wagner‐Peyser	Act	state	employment	services;	and	Title	IV,	vocational	rehabilitation	services.	
2	Detailed	information	about	the	Ohio	WIA	allocation	formulas	can	be	found	in	these	ODJFS	documents:	
Understanding	the	Allocation	of	Workforce	Investment	Act	(WIA)	Funds	to	Local	Areas,	PY2010	and	PY2011,	
http://www.ohioworkforceboard.org/documents/GWPAB_Mettings/4‐28‐10/GWPAB‐WIA‐Formulas.pdf	and	
Subrecipient	Allocation	Methodology,	PY2010,	
http://ohiowfc.files.wordpress.com/2011/03/allocation_methodology_for_‐py2010.pdf.		
3	The	National	Skills	Coalition	notes	that	WIA	includes	a	sequence	of	services	(core,	intensive,	training)	to	ensure	
that	program	participants	only	received	higher‐cost	services,	such	as	training,	after	failing	to	obtain	employment	
through	lower‐cost	services.	However,	2009	USDOL	guidance	clarified	that	training	and	other	services	could	be	
offered	concurrently,	sequentially,	or	in	any	order	that	meets	the	needs	of	the	participant.	
4	Funding	for	WIA	nearly	doubled	under	the	American	Recovery	and	Reinvestment	Act	(ARRA).	However,	ARRA	
WIA	funding	ended	June	20,	2011,	and	regular	formula	funding	has	been	steadily	declining.	
5	In	2009,	the	State	of	Ohio	issued	a	policy	requiring	local	areas	to	spend	30%	of	WIA	stimulus	funds	on	training.	
However,	because	Ohio	does	not	require	local	areas	to	report	how	much	they	spend	on	training	activities,	it	is	not	
possible	to	know	the	extent	to	which	local	areas	reached	this	goal	or	adhered	to	this	policy.	
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